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Dear Mr. Robinson: 

Final Review Report-Monterey County Workforce Investment Board 

The State of California, Office of the Inspector General (IG), American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
Funds CARRA) reviewed the Monterey County Workforce Investment Board's (WIB) ARRA funds 
received for the \TVorkforce Investment Act (\VIA) programs. The \VIB commissioned the Monterey 
County Office of Employment Training (OET) as the System Administrator to provide the services for 
WIA programs. The OET is a division of the ~10nterey County Department of Social and Employment 
Services and functions as part of Monterey County's One-Stop Career Centers. Although 
administers the program, the WIB is responsible for ensuring all ARRA funds are spent appropriately 
and in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. 

The WIB was awarded ARRA funds totaling $7,701,560. Of that amount, the WIB has received 
$4,744,972 for the following federal \VIA programs: ARRA Youth Program ($2,409,612), ARRA Adult 
Program ($1,029,384), ARRA Dislocated Worker Program ($1,263,252), andARRA Rapid Response 
Program ($42,724). 

The conducted a review of ARRA funds received and expended for the period February 17, 2009 
through December 31, 2009. The review's objectives were to determine if the WIB properly accounted for 
and used ARRA funds in accordance with ARRA requirements and applicable laws and regulations. 

The \VIB's management is responsible for ensuring accurate financial reporting and compliance with 
applicable laws, regulations, and program requirements as well as evaluating the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the program. Unless identified during our review of ARRi\ funds, \ve did not assess the 
efficiency or effectiveness of program operations. 

Methodology 

Because the WIB acted only as an oversight and monitoring authOrity, the review was conducted of 
The OET's accounting records and supporting documents were reviewed to determine if ARRA funds 
were properly accounted for and expended. Costs allocated to various OET programs and the allocation 



method was reviewed for propriety and reasonableness. To ,;""·"'....."'1'n whether revenues and 
expenditures complied with applicable laws and regulations, following procedures were performed: 

• 	 Interviewed key personnel and reviewed applicable policies and procedures to gain an 

understanding of program-related internal controls. 


• 	 Reviewed participant files and contracts between and subcontractors. 
• 	 Reviewed revenues to determine if they were properly recorded and supported. 
• 	 Selected a sample of expenditures reported to whether they were: 

o 	 Allowable 
o 	 Program related 
o 	 Incurred within the reporting period 
o 	 Adequately supported 
o 	 Properly recorded 

Summary of Review 

The federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA) offers a comprehensive range of workforce development 
activities through statewide and local organizations. Available workforce development activities 
provided in local communities can benefit job seekers, laid~off workers, youth, incumbent workers, new 
entrants to the workforce, veterans, persons with disabilities, and employers. The purpose of these 
activities is to promote an increase in the employment, job retention, earnings, and occupational skills 
improvement by participants. 

The review disclosed several significant issues. Specifically, the lack of a valid between the 
\NIB and OFf, inadequate supporting documentation and case notes, inappropriate eligibility 
determinations and job placements, inadequate process for reviewing contractors' reimbursement 
requests, and incorrectly reporting the job calculation. In addition, we noted that the WIB has an 
internal monitoring staff that provides oversight and monitoring services. The WIB should be proactive 
by supporting their monitoring staff and ensure that the issues identified are resolved. 

Review Findings 

No Valid Agreement between the WIB and OET 

In 2005, the \VIB and OET separated into two separate and distinct Monterey County entities, with the 
WIB retaining oversight and monitoring of functions as part of Monterey County's workforce 
investment system. Since there is no contract or formal agreement between the WIB and OET, the 
partnership lacks a binding agreement to ensure that OET performs in accordance with the \NIB's 
policies and procedures and is accountable for the ARRA funding it receives. Additionally, the lack of a 
formal agreement between the WIB and creates an uncertainty and ambiguity of authority for the 
\VIB and an apparent lack of adequate separation for the WIB and OET's functions. 

Failure to Retain Supporting Documentation for Eligibility Determinations 

Right to work and eligibility documents were not retained in participant for the Adult and 
Dislocated Worker programs. As part of its intake process, OET used a Data Element Verification form 
to indicate that documents were seen verified by staff, with many participants deemed eligible based 
on the applicant's verbal statement of eligibility. To improve transparency and accountability and to 
ensure that only eligible participants ARRA funding, verifiable physical documentation should 
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be maintained. At a minimum, documentation should include a written statement from the 
applicant regarding their eligibility. 

Participants' Fail to Support Training Needs 

The need for paid work experience and/or on~the/job training for ARRA Adult and ARRA Dislocated 
Workers were not properly documented. The participants' files and case notes were reviewed; however, 
the rationalization for why training was needed was not documented. Our review indicated that many 
participants who completed a three~month paid work experience continued with the same employer for 
an additional three months for paid on~the~job training. Additionally, justification to support the need 
for additional paid services was not documented. In the 16 files reviewed, the employer's weekly 
evaluations for participants in work experience showed that the participants were doing well. 
Therefore, need for the participant to continue their employment through a paid on~the~job training 
contract was not sufficiently documented or warranted. As a result, we were unable to determine if the 
training was adequate, appropriate, or even necessary. 

Section CFR 663.220 (a) &:: (b) provides that adults who may receive intensive (work experience) 
services are adults and dislocated workers who are employed or unemployed, have received at one 
core and are unable to obtain employment through core services, and are determined by a 
One/Stop operator to be in need of more intensive services to obtain employment. 

Section CFR 663.310 (b) states Training services (on/the/job training) may be made available to 
employed or unemployed adults and dislocated workers who: after an interview, evaluation, or 
assessment, and case management, have been by a One-Stop operator/partner, to be in need 
of training services and to have the skills and qualifications to successfully complete the training 
program. 

Lack ofJustifications Fuel Appearance of Revolving, Door Employment 

Our review of the OET's job placement indicated that in some cases, participants who had been 
laid off or terminated from an employer were placed in work experience or on~the~job training with the 
same employer or in the same type of employment. In some cases, we found that food service workers, 
medical assistance workers, and trades persons with core job skills were placed in jobs that were 
remarkably similar to their prior employment and received three months of work experience and/or on­
the-job training in jobs they already had the skills to perfonn. 

Because justification for some placements were vague, incomplete, or absent, the decision to place 
participants who were laid off or terminated from an employer in work experience or on-the-job training 
with the same employer gave the appearance that the employers had the intent to layoff or terminate the 
employee for benefit of having subsidized employees for their businesses. 

Additionally, a review of the case notes for program participants revealed that case notes were not 
consistent and did not provide adequate information to support and justify services provided to the 
participants and/or did not reveal or a basis for making training or job placement determinations. 
Because some case notes were poorly written, and may have been entered chronologically incorrectly, we 
were unable to determine if the regulations and process for providing services to ARRA Adult or 
Dislocated Worker participants were followed. 
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As a result, the placement and determinations made services provided to participants are not 
transparent, establish uncertainty, and provides the reviewer with concern that services were provided 
to ineligible participants. 

The WIA Act, Section 181(a)(3)(A) and (B) precludes an employee from employment in a specified 
activity if any other individual is on layoff from the same or any substantially equivalent job with that 
employer; or the employer has terminated the employment of any regular employee or otherwise reduced 
the workforce of the employer with the intention of filling the vacancy so created with the participant. 

Therefore, OETs placement of participants in work or on~the/job training did not appear to 
be reasonable and seemed that OET was backfilling vacant jobs with the same employees who originally 
occupied the vacancies. 

Misuse of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Funds to "Train" Experienced Electricians as 
Electricians 

Two Dislocated Worker participants were placed at a local import and resale furniture store to receive 
work experience as electricians. The partkipants were paid $20 per hour and earned $20,160 in 
participant salaries charged to the ARRA Dislocated Worker Program to install a lighting system in a 
warehouse used to store furniture. 

Further inquiry regarding training and supervision of the participants disclosed that the furniture store 
owner did not have staff with skills, training, or qualifications to offer adequate supervision to the 
participants. The furniture store owner told us that the participants did not supervision because 
both participants had 10 years of prior work experience as electricians. Also, we found the owner had 
originally researched the option to hire an electrician to provide the services, but determined that the 
option of hiring electricians who charged a minimum of $70 per hour was too expensive. 

The participants worked S04 hours during their three/month work experience, 24 hours more than they 
should have been reimbursed through the contract. Additionally, during long periods of delays while 
waiting for parts or electrical equipment to arrive the participants assisted with furniture delivery and 
set up at $20 per hour. 

The placement and employment of these participants is an egregious disregard and circumvention of 
program requirements, criteria, and contract and may not be an isolated incigent. Work experience is 
designed to provide eligible participants training through actual work opportunities experienced in a 
work setting, and the opportunity to learn neW skills that relate to their career goals, with adequate 
supervision to ensure that participants acquire useful skills for gaining long term employment. 

Office of Employment Training is Not Adequately Reviewing Contractors' Reimbursement 
Requests 

The OET is not adequately reviewing reimbursement requests submitted by its contractors to ensure all 
costs are eligible and supported prior to approving and making payments. We reviewed 
11 reimbursement requests from S contractors (approximately SS percent of all reimbursements) and 
determined that $28,984 out of claimed contractor expenditures (20 percent) were ineligible or 
lacked sufficient documentation. 
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The following was noted during our review: 

• 	 Hartnell Community College was reimbursed $54,000 for a contracted amount not to exceed 
$84,000 for a summer readiness program to a maximum of 75 youth ($1,120 per youth). The 
contract stipulated that a minimum of 45 youth would be served for the sum of $50,400 ($1,120 
per youth). The contract language was silent on payment to Hartnell Community College should 
the minimum of 45 youth not be served, and supporting documentation indicated that only 
26 youth were enrolled in the program. Because Hartnell Community College did not perform 
under the terms of the contract, they should not have been paid. However, conservatively, we are 
identifying an overpayment of $24,880. 

• 	 Rancho Cielo Inc. billed for employees salaries and benefits at a higher rate than the amount 
allowed by contract terms. They were reimbursed $3,919 for ineligible unallowable cost. 

• 	 The Boys and Girls Club of Monterey County did not provide adequate supporting 

documentation for $185 in transportation cost. 


Office of Employment Training Incorrectly ReportedJobs Created 

For the periods ended September 30,2009 and December 31,2009, OET respectively reported 78 and 
186.5 jobs created and retained. Based on IG staff computation, OET should have reported 209 (under 
reported by 13.1) and 68 (over reported by 179.7). 

Failure to Seek Guidance and Clarification of Program Requirements 

During our review, WIB and OET management disclosed that based on their interpretation of directions 
provided by Employment Development Department (EDD) a paperless process for determining eligibility 
was allowable. Consequently, the WIB and OET management, created a checklist process that did not 
include maintaining copies of documents required to establish eligibility for WIA and WIA ARRA 
participants. From July 1,2009 through April 10, 2010 approximately 3,000 participants were processed 
and right to work or eligibility documentation was not retained. 

We found that the paperless process concepts introduced by EDD, were circulated as draft directives to 
solicit comments prior to submission to the Department of labor, and were not formalized or issued as 
final directives. The WIB management did not take proper action and the initiative to clarify and correct 
their understanding of the paperless process with EDD. 

Conclusion 

To allow for transparency and accountability of ARRA funds, the WIB should observe all federal and 
state directives to ensure that: ARRA fund are spent and accounted for in accordance with applicable 
laws, rules, and regulations and that appropriate services are provided to eligible recipients. If the WIB 
plans to continue to use OET to administer the program, a written agreement should be executed to 
ensure that the functions of OET and tpe WIB serve to better define and strengthen their partnership. 
Finally, the WIB should more actively oversee the expenditure of ARRA funds, OET and its processes, 
and its subcontractors. 

In accordance with the Inspector General's policy of increased transparency, the final report will be 
placed on our website, http://www.inspectorgeneral.ca.gov. 
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We appreciate the assistance and cooperation of the \VIE and OET. If you have any questions regarding 
this report, please contact, Linda Ellis, Supervisor, at (916) 323/9033. 

LAURA N. CHICK 
California Inspector General 

Recovery and Reinvestment Act 

cc: 	 Ms. Loyanne Flinn, Interim Director, VVorkforce Investment Board 
Ms. Lynda Dunn, Director, Office for Employment Training 
Mr. Nerahoo Hemraj, Chief Deputy Auditor Controller, County of Monterey, Office of the 

Auditor/Controller 
Mr. William L Gray, Internal Auditor III, County of Monterey, Office of the Auditor'Controller 
Ms. Pam Harris, Acting Director, Employment Development Department 
Mr. Gregory Riggs, Deputy Director of Policy, Accountability, and Compliance Branch, 

Employment Development Department 
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Original Draft OIG Findings with Responses 
 
Review Findings 
 
No Valid Agreement between the WIB and OET 
 
In 2005, the WIB and OET separated into two separate and distinct Monterey County entities, with the 
WIB retaining oversight and monitoring of OET functions as part of Monterey County’s workforce 
investment system.  Since there is no contract or formal agreement between the WIB and OET, the 
partnership lacks a binding agreement to ensure that OET performs in accordance with the WIB’s 
policies and procedures and is accountable for the funding it receives.  Additionally, the lack of a formal 
agreement between the WIB and OET creates an uncertainty and ambiguity of authority for the WIB and 
an apparent lack of adequate separation for the WIB and OET’s functions. 
 
Response:  The current MOU was put into place in September 2000.  The WIB and OET were separated in 2003.   Prior to 
the 2003 reorganization, OET was managed by a Program Administrator who reported to the WIB Executive Director, but 
the organizational entity was still treated as a separate administrative entity from the WIB.  The WIB and OET were both 
administrative entities under the auspices of the Board of Supervisors.   
 
Since 2007 negotiating and redrafting this agreement was a continuing, but uncompleted project assigned to the WIB 
Executive Director.  Concerns regarding the update of the MOU were mitigated by the following: 1) the term was specified as 
valid until terminated, 2) both organizations remain as administrative entities under the auspices of the Board of 
Supervisors, and 3) no concerns had been raised prior to those raised in the this review.  It is noted that September 2000 
MOU is annually included in the WIB’s Local Plan Modification.  
 
Monterey County has prioritized completion of the new MOU as recommended.  Finalization is anticipated by the end of 
August 2010. A draft MOU will be completed in August 2010 and forwarded for review and approval by the Workforce 
Investment Board no later than October 2010.  
 
Failure to Retain Supporting Documentation for Eligibility Determinations 
 
Right to work and eligibility documents were not retained in participant files for the Adult and 
Dislocated Worker programs.  As part of its intake process, OET used a Data Element Verification form 
to indicate that documents were seen and verified by staff, with many participants deemed eligible based 
on the applicant’s verbal statement of eligibility.  To improve transparency and accountability and to 
ensure that only eligible participants received ARRA funding, verifiable physical documentation should 
be maintained.  At a minimum, documentation should include a signed written statement from the 
applicant regarding their eligibility. 
 
Response:  

The Monterey County Workforce Investment Board adopted Local Policy Bulletin 2008-03 (attachment 1) on August 6, 
2008 establishing the Definition of Adult and Dislocated Worker Eligibility Documentation and Verification.  This policy 
was adopted consistent with Workforce Services Draft Directive DD-11, dated June 16, 2008(attachment 2) which revised 
guidelines for customer data verification.  This draft directive followed the principles of Learning Lab Draft Directive DD-
10, but applied specifically to local areas that were not designated as Local Learning Labs.   

Draft Directives from EDD had routinely been adopted and at the time there was no reason to believe that this particular 
draft directive would be different.  The minutes from the February 26, 2010 Local Workforce Investment Area Advisory 
Committee Conference Call on WSIN 09-49 note (attachment 3): 

 



 

Paperless/ Documentation—In the Spring of 2008, the State of California 
thought we had reached an agreement with the DOL to allow the learning 
labs to establish a “paperless” customer flow. This was the basis for 
Draft Directive LLDD-10 - Integrated Reporting and Program 
Accountability dated June 5, 2008. California used the State of New 
York’s model as the basis for this process. During a January 2010 DOL 
data validation review, California learned that DOL had not reached an 
agreement. The EDD acknowledged responsibility for any Learning Lab 
that implemented the process outlined in Draft Directive LLDD-10 [emphasis 
added]. Jessie Mar from Program Review Branch indicated that the EDD 
monitors were looking at the documentation and would also try to 
validate the LWIA paperless process. The State is not asking for any 
hardcopy documents except those that were picked in the monitoring 
sample. By March 10, 2010, the State will put out a draft policy 
revision to LLDD-10. Also, the Learning Labs will be invited to a 
meeting hopefully in early March to discuss the policy revision. The 
EDD is also trying to partner with the Department of Motor Vehicles to 
provide validation for the date of birth based on drivers’ license 
information. 
 

On April 5, 2010 DD-38 was issued that superseded those guidelines.  On May 5th, Monterey County formally updated WIB 
policies on the Definition of Adult and Dislocated Worker Eligibility Documentation and Verification to be compliant with 
the subsequent EDD draft directives.  OET implemented the updated policy in April, 2010, prior to its formal adoption.  This 
was done in order to stay current with the most current understanding of State and Federal policy, while continuing efforts to 
streamline workload and provide the most seamless possible customer service. EDD’s finalized directive is WSD09-18 issued 
June 17, 2010. 

EDD recognized that this issue was not unique to Monterey County; the difficulty faced by many local workforce investment 
areas across the state in interpreting and implementing EDD’s Draft Directives is highlighted by WSIN 09-04 which was 
released on February 9, 2010.  This information notice begins: 

The purpose of this Information Notice is to inform the Workforce 
Development Community of recent communication received from the 
Department of Labor (DOL) Region 6 expressing concerns about 
California’s approach to data validation and customer data collection. 
An email from DOL Region 6 dated January 20, 2010, stated, “There seems 
to be confusion regarding the use of ‘paperless,’ as allowable source 
documentation. Although there can be many interpretations of 
‘paperless,’ from no documentation to staff reviewing the documentation 
and making an entry in the State’s Management Information System (MIS), 
not all forms of ‘paperless’ are allowable under Employment and 
Training Administration (ETA) guidelines. Specifically, ETA interprets 
‘paperless’ to be a scanned document that is maintained, a cross match 
with a non-WIA system, or the State’s MIS. It is important to note, 
though, that when the State MIS is used as the source documentation, 
there must also be more than a checked box or indication of dates. 
There must be specific and detailed information that supports the 
checked box or dates in order to be allowable source documentation. 
This also applies to the use of a cross match in that the cross match 
must indicate detailed supporting information and not just the matching 
of a particular item, for example a Social Security Number. Two data 
elements, Veteran’s Status (for those receiving intensive or training 
services) and Date of Birth, are the two most stringent for 
documentation. The allowable source documents for these must be paper 

 



 

in the file, electronically scanned documents, or a cross match with 
non-WIA system.”  

 

Monterey County acknowledges that Department of Labor clarified their policy one and half years after California believed 
an agreement had been reached and that the policy implemented here locally was not consistent with the Department of 
Labor’s later direction.   

At the request of EDD, copies of eligibility documents verifying eligibility for 55 of 59 participant files reviewed by EDD 
monitors in March 2010 were provided.   Contact with the remaining four to retrieve verifying eligibility documents has not 
yet been successful.  As noted above the local practice was changed in April 2010 and the formal policy was revised in May 
2010.  Future WIB monitoring will sample files from April 2010 through June 2010 to assure maintenance of eligibility and 
right to work documentation. 

Participants’ Files Fail to Support Training Needs 

The need for paid work experience and/or on-the-job training for ARRA Adult and ARRA Dislocated 
Workers were not properly documented.  The participants’ files and case notes were reviewed; however, 
the subject of need or the benefit the training would provide for the participants was not addressed.  Our 
review indicated that many participants who completed a three-month paid work experience and 
continued with the same employer for an additional three months for paid on-the-job training.  In the 16 
files reviewed, the employer’s weekly evaluations for participants in work experience showed that the 
participants were doing well.  Therefore, the need for the participant to continue their employment 
through a paid on-the-job training contract was not sufficiently documented nor warranted.  As a result, 
we were unable to determine if the training was adequate, appropriate, or even necessary. 

20 CFR 663.220 (a) & (b) states that adults who may receive intensive (work experience) services are 
adults and dislocated workers who are employed and unemployed, have received at least one core service, 
and are unable to obtain employment through core services, and are determined by a One-Stop operator 
to be in need of more intensive services to obtain employment. 

20 CFR 663.310 (b) states Training services (on-the-job training) may be made available to employed and 
unemployed adults and dislocated workers who:  after an interview, evaluation, or assessment, and case 
management, have been determined by a One-Stop operator/partner, to be in need of training services 
and to have the skills and qualifications to successfully complete the selected training program. 

Response: The State Inspector General’s Office fails to recognize the extreme nature of the competing demands on the 
county’s workforce investment system during the period of this review.  Given the severity and depth of the current recession, 
the Federally expressed urgency of using ARRA funds to bring employment to dislocated and adult job seekers, and the 
difficulty faced by industries throughout the community, the workforce system in Monterey County engaged employers to 
expand skill development and promote job placement through on-the-job-training and work experience contracts when it was 
indicated such activity would lead to employment of participants.  Determination of need took into account the community’s 
difficult labor market- the 2009 unemployment rate for Monterey County as a whole was 12% and for the Salinas Valley 
over 17%.  When case managers determined that an additional three months of on-the-job training after work experience 
would lead to employment this further intensive activity was authorized..   

 



 

TEGL 14-08 (attachment 4) includes directions to be expeditious in rolling out ARRA program in order to support the 
recovery of local, regional, and state economies.  The TEGL also notes the value and research basis for on-the-job-training.  
Further, it points out that the assessment is based on individual needs and not an assumed value for only using one modality 
or particular order of services (work experience or on-the-job training) to meet the needs of the individual. 

 
Under General Policy Guidelines (Section 5) 
 
Another guiding principle is the timely spending of funding and 
implementation of activities contained in the Recovery Act. The Act 
is intended to stimulate the nation’s economy and provide quick 
assistance to those impacted by the economic downturn, which is 
reflected in the Congress’s requirement that ETA allot the WIA and 
Wagner-Peyser formula funding in the Act within 30 days of 
enactment. In turn, ETA is requiring states to allocate their funds 
to local areas within 30 days of their receipt of funding. States 
and local areas are expected to move quickly to use the Recovery 
Act funding, in conjunction with other available funds, to provide 
career assessments, remedial and occupational training and job 
search assistance to unemployed workers; help youth access the 
services they need to pursue education and employment; assist 
businesses in hiring qualified workers; and other activities that 
can aid in the recovery of local, regional, and state economies. 
[emphasis added] 
 
 
Under Additional Guidance for WIA Adult and Dislocated Worker 
Programs (Section 13) 
 
A. Training Activities - ETA encourages states to consider using 
the six methods of providing training listed below in utilizing the 
WIA Adult and Dislocated Worker funds provided in the Recovery Act:  
1) Individual Training Accounts; 2) Customized training; 3) On-the-
job training; 4) Contracts with institutions of higher education 
and other eligible training providers; 5) Contracts with community-
based organizations for the provision of training; and 6) 
Registered apprenticeship. 
• Individual Training Accounts allow job seekers maximum 
flexibility in selecting training providers to meet their training 
and education needs. 
• Customized training is designed to meet the special requirements 
of an employer or group of employers and is conducted with a 
commitment by the employer to employ an individual on successful 
completion of the training. The employer pays for not less than 50 
percent of the cost of the training. Customized training is a 
valuable tool to create specific training for an employer or group 
of employers with jobs available that require similar skill needs 
that results in positive employment outcomes for individuals upon 
completion of training.  
• On-the-job training (OJT) provides job seekers with work 
experience and skills training needed to successfully obtain and 
retain employment. Under OJT, the employer is provided up to 50 
percent of the costs of training calculated and paid on a wage 
reimbursement basis. National outcome data shows that outcomes for 
individuals completing OJT are higher than for those using other 

 



 

training methods. Additionally, research on successful adult 
learning strategies indicates that “earn-while-you-learn” models 
are critical to the successful training outcomes. [emphasis added] 
• Contracts with institutions of higher education and other 
training providers allow LWIBs to work directly with institutions 
of higher education, such as community colleges, and other training 
providers to quickly design education and training to fit the needs 
of the job seekers and employers they are serving. Given the budget 
restrictions many states and regions are facing, these contracts 
are intended to provide a means of quickly ramping up much-needed 
training capacity. 
• Contracts with community-based organizations. WIA section 
134(d)(4)(G) gives local areas the flexibility to contract directly 
with community-based organizations to provide training, in lieu of 
Individual Training Accounts, if the local board determines that 
there is a training services program of demonstrated effectiveness 
offered in the local area by a community-based organization to 
serve special participant populations that face multiple barriers 
to employment. 
• Registered apprenticeship combines education and work experience 
resulting in a nationally recognized portable credential and offers 
adults and dislocated workers a career pathway into specific 
fields. There are a number of creative ways to utilize WIA funding 
in support of both pre-apprenticeship and apprenticeship programs. 
See TEGL No. 2-07, “Leveraging Registered Apprenticeship as a 
Workforce Development Strategy for the Workforce Investment 
System,” and the recently updated apprenticeship regulations (73 
Fed. Reg. 64402 (Oct. 29, 2008)) for more information. 
 
B. Sequence of Service - In this guidance, ETA is clarifying 
requirements in WIA regulations related to sequence of services for 
the WIA Adult and Dislocated Worker programs as follows: 
• Before providing intensive services, a local area must determine 
that an individual is unable to obtain employment through core 
services, among other criteria. 
• To provide training services to an individual, the local area 
must determine that an individual is unable to obtain employment 
through intensive services, among other criteria. As stated in the 
preamble to the WIA regulations, these determinations do not mean 
that the individual must go through layers of service to prove that 
need; the determination of need itself can be a core and/or 
intensive service, such as an assessment or development of an 
Individual Employment Plan. Thus, a case worker could initially 
meet with a participant at a One-Stop Career Center, assess his or 
her skills and consider labor market conditions, and determine that 
core or intensive services will not be sufficient to result in 
employment for the participant. The provision of training or other 
needed services can then be provided sequentially, concurrently, or 
in whatever order makes the most sense for the individual. 
[emphasis added] 
 

With this context for the use of ARRA funding for WIA activities, Monterey County expanded services rapidly and began 
utilizing paid work experience and on-the-job-training (modalities that previously were only made available by 
subcontractors serving the hardest to serve adult program participants.)  The incorporation of on-the-job-training and work 
experience internships was a new effort for the Office for Employment and Training.  It was adopted in recognition of the 

 



 

national research that promoted “earn-while-you-learn” models and the urgency of addressing the community’s economic 
challenges.   

Workload realities faced by program staff made it more difficult to balance the value of more detailed case notes with the 
Department of Labor’s urgency, the importance of using research based models that were new practices for the organization, 
the extremely high unemployment rate in the local labor market and heavy job seeker demand.  The Great Recession entailed 
immense growth in workload.  This placed huge pressures on program staff to focus on the immediate needs of job seekers 
entering the One Stop and for the county’s management to hire and train temporary staff in a short time frame.  These 
pressures resulted in diminished capacity to record detailed case notes.  

While it is disappointing that the context was not noted by the State Inspector General’s Office, Monterey County 
acknowledges the value of more detailed case notes.  Since the EDD file review conducted in March, 2010, case managers have 
received direction and training to provide case notes that more clearly articulate the determination of need.  It should also be 
noted that this determination of need includes review of the Department of Labor’s O*NET Specific Vocational Preparation 
codes and information which helps the customer and case manager determine need for and length of training.  This 
information is now being more expressly identified in case files so that third party review of the files does not result in 
questioned need for training.  Future WIB monitoring will sample files from April 2010 through June 2010 to assure clear 
documentation of training need.  

 
Lack of Justifications Fuel Appearance of Revolving Door Employment 
 
Our review of the OET’s job placement process indicated that in some cases, participants who had been 
laid off or terminated from an employer were placed in work experience or on-the-job training with the 
same employer or in the same type of employment.  In some cases, we found that food service workers, 
medical assistance workers, and trades persons with core job skills were placed in jobs that were 
remarkably similar to their prior employment and received three months of work experience and/or on-
the-job training. 
 
Because justification for some placements were vague, incomplete, or absent, the OET’s decision to place 
participants who were laid off or terminated from an employer in work experience or on-the-job training 
with the same employer gave the appearance that the employers had the intent to layoff or terminate the 
employee for benefit of having subsidized employees for their businesses.   
 
Additionally, a review of the case notes for program participants revealed that case notes were not 
consistent and did not provide adequate information to support and justify services provided to the 
participants and/or did not reveal or reflect a basis for making training or job placement determinations.  
Because some case notes were poorly written, and may have been entered chronologically incorrectly, we 
were unable to determine if the regulations and process for providing services to ARRA Adult or 
Dislocated Worker participants were followed. 
  
As a result, the placement process and determinations made for services provided to participants are not 
transparent, establish uncertainty, and provides the reviewer with concern that services were provided 
to ineligible participants.  
The WIA Act, Section 181(a)(3)(A) and (B) precludes an employee from employment in a specified 
activity if any other individual is on layoff from the same or any substantially equivalent job; or the 
employer has terminated the employment of any regular employee or otherwise reduced the workforce of 
the employer with the intention of filling the vacancy so created with the participant. 

 



 

 
Response: The WIA Act Section 181 (b)(3)(A) through (C)precludes an employee from employment in a specified activity 
if any other individual is on layoff from the same or any substantially equivalent job; or the employer has terminated the 
employment of any regular employee or otherwise reduced the workforce of the employer with the intention of filling the 
vacancy so created with the participant.  The Act does not preclude services to those who would potentially face layoff or the 
rehire of those let go.  Specifically this section of the Act states: 
 

(3) Other prohibitions.--A participant in a specified activity 
shall not be employed in a job if-- 

(A) any other individual is on layoff from the same or any 
substantially equivalent job; 
(B) the employer has terminated the employment of any regular 
employee or otherwise reduced the workforce of the employer with 
the intention of filling the vacancy so created with the 
participant; or 
(C) the job is created in a promotional line that will infringe 
in any way upon the promotional opportunities of currently 
employed individuals (as of the date of the participation). 

 

The strategy noted above was an admittedly unorthodox approach utilized with  Dislocated Worker program participants 
when it was determined that providing  employees with further skill building opportunities while on the job would likely lead 
to preservation and enhancement of the work opportunity that otherwise was scheduled to be eliminated.  TEGL30-09 Layoff 
Aversion Definition and the Appropriate Use of Workforce Investment Act Funds for Incumbent Worker Training Using A 
Waiver, issued on June 8, 2010 (attachment 5,) addresses this strategy: 

5. Benefits of Layoff Aversion.  
 
There are many benefits that accrue to workers, employers, 
taxpayers, and communities when layoffs are averted. For 
workers, the loss of income and benefits associated with 
unemployment can be financially devastating and risks the well-
being of the worker’s family. Retaining the same position or 
transitioning to a different position with retooled skills at a 
comparable wage maintains financial stability compared to the 
loss of income sustained when drawing unemployment compensation, 
which on average is 36 percent of the worker’s average weekly 
wage when employed. 
 
For employers, retaining a known reliable worker can save costs 
associated with severance; costs associated with having 
unfilled, vacant job openings; costs associated with recruiting 
and orienting a new employee with requisite skills to the 
procedures, culture and systems of the company that the former 
worker already knew; and intangible costs such as avoiding lower 
overall company morale for remaining workers when their co-
workers are laid off. Additionally, layoffs often lead to 
increases in that employer’s unemployment compensation tax 
rates. 
 
For taxpayers, averting layoffs saves outlays from unemployment 
trust funds and other taxpayer-funded services that the 
unemployed worker may draw. Finally, for communities, averting 

 



 

layoffs is far less disruptive and costly compared to providing 
emergency food and health services to financially strained 
families, and the loss of property taxes associated with high 
home foreclosure rates. It also facilitates the maintenance of 
overall community economic wellness, which can be threatened 
when a mass layoff creates tertiary layoffs due to reduced 
overall consumption in the community. 

 

8. Layoff Scenarios and Identifying Appropriate Workforce System 
Involvement.  

 
The workforce investment system has a variety of funds and 
service strategies available to avert layoffs or mitigate their 
impacts. Below are scenarios to clarify which funding sources 
and strategies may be most appropriate in a given situation. 
 Scenario 1: A worker receives a layoff notice. The workforce 

system could provide assistance through Rapid Response and/or 
WIA Dislocated Worker funds. [emphasis added] 

 Scenario 2: A worker’s layoff has been certified as trade-
related. Assuming the worker group has been certified as 
eligible for Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA), the workforce 
system could utilize TAA funds, including TAA for communities 
authorized under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
of 2009. 

 Scenario 3: An employer has been determined to be at risk for 
layoff unless workers receive training on a new production 
technology. The workforce system could provide IWT using its 
WIA statewide discretionary funds or IWT using local formula 
or Rapid Response funds with an approved waiver, assuming the 
situation meets the state developed criteria for the use of 
such funds. The workforce system could also leverage other 
funds in the community such as from employers, community 
colleges, and others. 

 Scenario 4: An employer wants to re-train workers to produce 
a new product line. The workforce system could provide IWT 
using its WIA statewide discretionary funds, fee for-service, 
and/or leverage other funds in the community such as from 
employers, community colleges, and others. Use of waivered 
funds for IWT is not appropriate because a layoff risk has 
not been identified. 

  

Locally, layoff aversion services were initiated in recognition of the benefits described above and were offered to job seekers 
who faced layoff.   

Dislocated workers coming to the One Stop for service advised the case manager of their last employer.  The case manager 
then contacted the employer to identify the circumstances of the layoff.  If the employer was able to take the employee back 
and provide training for a substantially different position, the employee was put back to work in a work experience and/or 
on-the-job-training position.  The employer provided assurance that work experience participants did not displace regular 
employees.  In all cases, the employer was contacted after it was clear that the layoff had occurred.  These services were 
provided compliant with the exclusions in Section 181 (b)(3)(A) through (C)and 20 CFR 667.270 (a) and (c).  Caution is used 

 



 

in all cases to prevent any of the above labor standards from being violated and the employer signs a form indicating that 
these issues have not occurred.  In all cases, an Employer Agreement (attachment 6) was signed and maintained in the case 
files. 

In several instances newer employees with limited job experience were released.  Using the Department of Labor’s O*NET 
system it was determined that the positions had a training period of 1-4 years, well beyond the participants’ experience.  The 
work experience positions provided participants with an opportunity to continue to train and gain valuable experience in the 
field of their choice.  Additionally there were instances where participants were placed in work experience and on-the-job-
training placements somewhat comparable to those from which they were initially terminated or laid off.  Again, in these 
instances Department of Labor’s O*NET system indicated significant training period beyond the participants experience 
level in order to be proficient on the job.  OET, in fact, chose to limit the training to a maximum of 6 months (3 months of 
work experience/internship and 3 months of on-the-job-training) in order to serve more customers with available funds. 

In these cases participants were provided training through actual work opportunities with experience in a real work setting 
to learn specific skills in the world of work – consistent with the guidance in TEGL 14-08 (attachment 4) that states: 

• On-the-job training (OJT) provides job seekers with work 
experience and skills training needed to successful obtain and 
retain employment. Under OJT, the employer is provided up to 50 
percent of the costs of training calculated and paid on a wage 
reimbursement basis. National outcome data shows that outcomes for 
individuals completing OJT are higher than for those using other 
training methods. Additionally, research on successful adult 
learning strategies indicates that “earn-while-you-learn” models 
are critical to the successful training outcomes.  

 

As stated in the response to the prior finding, Monterey County pursued an approach that sought to be responsive to the 
Department of Labor’s expectation to move quickly in using the Recovery Act funding to aid in the recovery of the local 
economy and to assist businesses in hiring qualified workers.  This approach was pursued in a labor market with an 
extremely high unemployment rate (12.0% for Monterey County in 2009 and over 17% in the Salinas Valley) where industries 
and businesses were experiencing immense pressures.  Monterey County’s workforce system worked with employers to 
expand skill development and promote job placement through work experience and on-the-job training contracts when it was 
indicated such activity would lead to employment of participants.   

Determination of need took into account the difficult labor market of 2009 consistent with the instructions of TEGL 14-
08(attachment 4) which states:  

• To provide training services to an individual, the local area 
must determine that an individual is unable to obtain employment 
through intensive services, among other criteria. As stated in the 
preamble to the WIA regulations, these determinations do not mean 
that the individual must go through layers of service to prove that 
need; the determination of need itself can be a core and/or 
intensive service, such as an assessment or development of an 
Individual Employment Plan. Thus, a case worker could initially 
meet with a participant at a One-Stop Career Center, assess his or 
her skills and consider labor market conditions, and determine that 
core or intensive services will not be sufficient to result in 

 



 

employment for the participant. The provision of training or other 
needed services can then be provided sequentially, concurrently, or 
in whatever order makes the most sense for the individual.  

 
While Monterey County defends its practice, the State Inspector General’s Office finding of the weakness in case notes are 
valued and recognized.  Local practice resulted from the immense pressure of rising to the challenge to serve a community in 
duress.  After similar concerns were expressed by the EDD monitor in March, 2010, staff was directed to be more thorough 
and more clearly articulate the determination of need.  Additionally, given the pressures from State oversight agencies to 
limit Monterey County’s layoff aversion efforts these practices continue to be closely monitored by OET management staff 
and have been severely curtailed since the EDD monitoring report was issued.   Future WIB monitoring will sample files from 
April 2010 through June 2010 to assure documentation of training need. 

 
Misuse of ARRA Funds to “Train” Experienced Electricians as Electricians 
 
Two Dislocated Worker participants were placed at a local import and resale furniture store to receive 
work experience as electricians.  The participants were paid $20 per hour and earned $20,160 in 
participant salaries charged to the ARRA Dislocated Worker Program to `installed a lighting system in a 
warehouse used to store furniture. 
 
Further inquiry regarding training and supervision of the participants, disclosed that the furniture store 
owner did not have staff with skills, training, or qualifications to offer adequate supervision to the 
participants.  The furniture store owner told us that the participants did not need supervision because 
both participants had ten years of prior work experience as electricians.  Also, we found the owner had 
originally researched the option to hire an electrician to provide the services, but determined that the 
option of hiring electricians who charged a minimum of $70 per hour was too expensive. 
 
The participants worked 504 hours during their three month work experience, 24 hours more than they 
should have been reimbursed through the contract.  Additionally, during long periods of delays while 
waiting for parts or electrical equipment to arrive the participants assisted with furniture delivery and 
set up at $20 per hour. 
 
The placement and employment of these participants is an egregious disregard and circumvention of 
program requirements, criteria, and contract and may not be an isolated incident.  Work experience is 
designed to provide eligible participants training through actual work opportunities experienced in a 
work setting, and the opportunity to learn new skills that relate to their career goals, with adequate 
supervision to ensure that participants acquire useful skills for gaining long term employment.    
 
Response:  The Monterey County Office of Employment Training set out to develop a strong relationship among the 
participants, education providers and business communities in our various cities through the use of innovative internship 
and job training agreements.  This plan stemmed from both the spirit and letter of TEGL 14-08 (attachment 4), which states:  
 

In a stronger, more comprehensive One-Stop system, adults move 
easily between the labor market and further education and training 
in order to advance in their careers and upgrade their 
contributions to the workplace, while disconnected youth are able 
to reconnect through multiple pathways to education and training 
that enable them to enter and advance in the workforce. 
Adult education, job training, postsecondary education, registered 
apprenticeship, career advancement activities and supportive 
services are fully aligned with economic and community development 

 



 

strategies, so as to meet the skill needs of existing and emerging 
regional employers and high-growth occupations as well as the needs 
of under-skilled adults. 

 

As stated earlier, Monterey County acknowledges the fact that case notes and other means of justification were insufficient.  
However, the work experience provided in this case was designed to allow the participants, unlicensed contractors with 
experience in residential electrical, an opportunity to build exposure and work history in a commercial electrical setting.  The 
training plan developed in conjunction with the employer (included in the case file) also noted the opportunity for the 
participants to learn inventory, warehousing, and supervisory skills while on the worksite.  These additional skills were 
deemed appropriate, as both participants indicated an interest in pursuing a contracting business upon completion of the 
program.  While Monterey County concedes that the case notes should have more clearly articulated the course of action, 
there are notes present that indicate both the case manager’s and the employer’s satisfaction with the clients’ progress as it 
related to the training plan.  At no time did Monterey County intentionally commit an “egregious disregard and 
circumvention of program requirements, criteria and contract”. 

As noted throughout the responses to the various findings, Monterey County has taken significant actions to ensure that the 
development of case notes, determination of training need, and the viability of participant success is well documented to 
ensure continued compliance with WIA regulations. 

Monterey County also notes the finding that the participants worked 24 more hours than they should have been reimbursed 
through their worksite agreement.  This error will be corrected and funds corresponding to the 24 excess hours will be 
returned to the ARRA Dislocated Worker grant. 

Office of Employment Training is Not Adequately Reviewing Contractors’ Reimbursement 

Requests 

The OET is not adequately reviewing reimbursement requests submitted by its contractors to ensure all 
costs are eligible and supported prior to approving and making payments.  We reviewed 11 
reimbursement requests from 5 contractors (approximately 55 percent of all reimbursements) and 
determined that $28,984 out of $148,337 claimed contractor expenditures (20 percent) were ineligible or 
lacked sufficient documentation.  

 The following was noted during our review: 

 Hartnell Community College was reimbursed $84,000 for service provided to 75 youth ($1,120 
per youth).  However, supporting documentation indicated that only 26 youth were enrolled in 
the program, creating an overpayment of $24,880. 

 Rancho Cielo Inc. billed for employees salaries and benefits at a higher rate than the amount 
allowed by contract terms.  They were reimbursed $3,919 for ineligible unallowable cost.   

 The Boys and Girls Club of Monterey County did not provide adequate supporting 
documentation for $185 in transportation cost. 

 
Response: 
The Hartnell College contract was for a total amount not to exceed $84,000.  The contract required that the college provide 
82 hours of instruction in career exploration and workplace readiness for up to 75 participants.  While a possible cost per 
student was mentioned in the contract, the actual payment made was based on an invoice and back-up data presented by the 
 



 

college which covered the actual cost of the instructor, classroom and materials used.  The invoice and payment were in the 
amount of $54,000.  This back-up data is available for review in the file. 

Monterey County concurs with the finding that payments to Rancho Cielo for the salaries of two employees were overpaid in 
error.  The contract specifically stated a certain wage and benefit amount, however the payment was invoiced and paid based 
on actual payroll records of the contractor which was at a higher rate.  Staff reviewed invoices to assure payments were 
within the amount authorized under the contract, but to the level of salary levels estimated in the contract.  Monterey County 
is contacting Rancho Cielo to advise them of the overpayment and will request for reimbursement of $932 for one employee 
and $3,219.84 for the second employee.  Total reimbursement to the ARRA Youth Fund will be $4,151.84.  The method for 
calculating the overpayment is included on attachment 7.  Reimbursements will be recorded as a return to expense to the 
ARRA Youth grant and expended appropriately prior to closing.   

Further supporting documentation from the Boys and Girls Club is being requested to support the payment of $185 for travel 
expenses.  Transportation costs were split by week on the invoice and were so minimal, further backup was not requested at 
the time of payment.  

Office of Employment Training Incorrectly Reported Jobs Created 
 
For the periods ended September 30, 2009 and December 31, 2009, OET respectively reported 78 and 
186.5 jobs created and retained.  Based on IG staff computation, OET should have reported 209 (under 
reported by 13.1) and 68 (over reported by 179.7). 
 
Response:  
Monterey County attempted to complete “Jobs Created” reports as best it cold in an environment of changing instructions 
from EDD and OMB.  From September 2009 through December 2009 EDD issued 5 clarifying e-mails.  Among elements of 
the instructions that changed were whether or not Summer Youth Employment placements would be counted, whether job 
estimates would be reported cumulatively or quarterly, and whether a subjective judgment was needed to determine if jobs 
were created or retained as a result of the ARRA or simply funded with ARRA dollars. 

At this time, Monterey County is reviewing recent direction, both written and verbal, comparing it to the findings of the State 
Inspector General reviewer to determine the most accurate way to present information for the ARRA reports.  As recently as 
early July 2010 new instructions were provided on completing the ARRA Section 1512 Reports for number of jobs created.  
Corrected reports consistent with the most recent direction provided were prepared and submitted July 7, 2010. 

Failure to Seek Guidance and Clarification of Program Requirements  

 
During our review, WIB and OET management disclosed that based on their interpretation of directions 
provided by Employment Development Department (EDD) a paperless process for determining eligibility 
was allowable.  Consequently, the WIB and OET management, created a checklist process that did not 
include maintaining copies of documents required to establish eligibility for WIA and WIA ARRA 
participants.  From July 1, 2009 through April 10, 2010 approximately 3,000 participants were processed 
and right to work or eligibility documentation were not retained. 
 
We found that the paperless process concepts introduced by EDD, were circulated as draft directives to 
solicit comments prior to submission to the Department of Labor, and were not formalized or issued as 

 



 

final directives.  The WIB management did not take adequate care, proper action, and the initiative to 
clarify and correct their understanding of the paperless process with EDD. 
 
Response: This appears to be a repetition of the “Failure to Retain Supporting Documentation for Eligibility 
Determinations” finding.  Rather than repeating the full response to the previous finding, two specific points bearing emphasis 
are reiterated: 
  
1) The minutes from the February 26, 2010 Local Workforce Investment Area Advisory Committee Conference Call 
(attachment 3) note: 

Paperless/ Documentation—In the Spring of 2008, the State of California 
thought we had reached an agreement with the DOL to allow the learning 
labs to establish a “paperless” customer flow. This was the basis for 
Draft Directive LLDD-10 - Integrated Reporting and Program 
Accountability dated June 5, 2008. California used the State of New 
York’s model as the basis for this process. During a January 2010 DOL 
data validation review, California learned that DOL had not reached an 
agreement. The EDD acknowledged responsibility for any Learning Lab 
that implemented the process outlined in Draft Directive LLDD-10 [emphasis 
added]. Jessie Mar from Program Review Branch indicated that the EDD 
monitors were looking at the documentation and would also try to 
validate the LWIA paperless process. The State is not asking for any 
hardcopy documents except those that were picked in the monitoring 
sample. By March 10, 2010, the State will put out a draft policy 
revision to LLDD-10. Also, the Learning Labs will be invited to a 
meeting hopefully in early March to discuss the policy revision. The 
EDD is also trying to partner with the Department of Motor Vehicles to 
provide validation for the date of birth based on drivers’ license 
information. 
 

2) This issue was not unique to Monterey County; the difficulty faced by many local workforce investment areas across the 
state in interpreting and implementing EDD’s Draft Directives is highlighted by WSIN 09-04 which was released on 
February 9, 2010.  This information notice begins: 

The purpose of this Information Notice is to inform the Workforce 
Development Community of recent communication received from the 
Department of Labor (DOL) Region 6 expressing concerns about 
California’s approach to data validation and customer data collection. 
An email from DOL Region 6 dated January 20, 2010, stated, “There seems 
to be confusion regarding the use of ‘paperless,’ as allowable source 
documentation. Although there can be many interpretations of 
‘paperless,’ from no documentation to staff reviewing the documentation 
and making an entry in the State’s Management Information System (MIS), 
not all forms of ‘paperless’ are allowable under Employment and 
Training Administration (ETA) guidelines. Specifically, ETA interprets 
‘paperless’ to be a scanned document that is maintained, a cross match 
with a non-WIA system, or the State’s MIS. It is important to note, 
though, that when the State MIS is used as the source documentation, 
there must also be more than a checked box or indication of dates. 
There must be specific and detailed information that supports the 
checked box or dates in order to be allowable source documentation. 
This also applies to the use of a cross match in that the cross match 
must indicate detailed supporting information and not just the matching 
of a particular item, for example a Social Security Number. Two data 

 



 

 

elements, Veteran’s Status (for those receiving intensive or training 
services) and Date of Birth, are the two most stringent for 
documentation. The allowable source documents for these must be paper 
in the file, electronically scanned documents, or a cross match with 
non-WIA system.”  

 

Monterey County acknowledges that Department of Labor clarified their policy one and half years after California believed 
an agreement had been reached and that the policy implemented here locally was not consistent with the Department of 
Labor direction.  At the request of EDD, copies of eligibility documents verifying eligibility for 55 of 59 participant files 
reviewed by EDD monitors in March 2010 were provided.   Contact with the remaining four to retrieve verifying eligibility 
documents has not yet been successful.  As noted above the local practice was changed in April 2010 and the formal policy was 
revised in May 2010 to address the reviewer’s observation.  Future WIB monitoring will sample files from April 2010 through 
June 2010 to assure maintenance of eligibility and right to work documentation. 
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Monterey County Workforce Investment Board (WIB) 
LOCAL POLICY BULLETIN #2008-3 

 

Adopted by the Monterey County Workforce Investment Board on August 6, 2008. 

 
Effective Date: June 1, 2004 

Supersedes WIB Policy 2003-16 
Revision Date:  July 1, 2008 

 
To:  All County of Monterey Providers of Workforce Investment Act (WIA) Title I Adult and 
Dislocated Worker Program Services 
 
Subject:  Local Monterey County Workforce Investment Board (WIB) definition of Adult and 
Dislocated Worker Eligibility Documentation and Verification 
 
Purpose:  This policy provides information and guidance pertaining to the Monterey County 
Workforce Investment Board’s definition of WIA Title I Adult and Dislocated Worker eligibility 
documentation and verification procedures, as specified in the WIA Eligibility Technical 
Assistance Guide. 
 
Reference:   
� WIA Final Rule, 20 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 663—Adult and Dislocated 

Worker Activities under Title I of the Workforce Investment Act, Subpart A, Delivery of 
Adult and Dislocated Worker Services through the One-Stop Delivery System, Sections 
663.105– 663.165 

� Workforce Investment Act Eligibility Technical Assistance Guide, prepared by the 
California Employment Development Department (EDD), found online at the following 
website:  http://www.edd.ca.gov/Jobs_and_Training/pubs/rwiad04-18.pdf 

 
Policy:  The Monterey County Workforce Investment Board adopts the following eligibility 
definitions and acceptable documentation, as specified in the WIA Eligibility Technical 
Assistance Guide.  (Reference Attachment 1 – for a list of acceptable eligibility documentation 
and verification.)  
 
Definitions: 
 
1. Verification – means to confirm an eligibility requirement through examination of official 

documents or by verbally confirming information by speaking with representatives of 
appropriate agencies.  In the case of verbal confirmation, written documentation of the 
conversation should be included in the file.  (A case note in the file is sufficient written 
documentation.) 

2. Documentation – means to maintain evidence of information obtained during the verification 
process.  Such evidence is documented on Attachment # 2, titled Workforce Investment Act - 
Data Element Verification Form (revised 06/2008). 

3. Significant Staff Assistance – is defined based on the nature of the service, not the amount of
time involved.  Services that assist the customer in deciding on appropriate next steps in the 
search for employment or related services, including assessment of an individual’s immediate 
employability and barriers to employment, are significant staff assisted services.  Initial 
assessment or job placement is a significant staff-assisted service and requires program 
enrollment and the collection of the applicable data detailed in Attachment 1. 

   
Because the One Stop Career Center is establishing a “paperless” customer flow, WIA Title I 
Providers are not required to retain a customer signature on documents with the exception of the 
release of information. 
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Initial Data Collection Requirements – All Customers: 
(Customers receiving self-service and information and intensive or training services) 
  
These items are self-reported by the client.  *The items in bold must be validated when the 
customer completes a staff-assisted service. 
  
� Name 
� Social Security Number 
� Address 
� County of Residence 
� Date of Birth* 
� Disability Status 
� Race/Ethnicity 
� Gender 
� Highest Grade completed 
� Veterans Status* 
� Employment Status 
� Farm Worker 
  
Attachments:   
 

1. Attachment 1 - WIB Policy #2008-3 – List of Adult and Dislocated Worker Eligibility 
Documentation and Verification.  This attachment details the additional data collection, 
reporting requirements, and supporting documentation for eligibility and enrollment of a 
customer who receives staff assisted core, intensive or training services, including training
funded by the TAA program. 

2. Attachment 2 – WIA Data Element Verification Form 
 
Inquiries:  For questions or assistance related to this policy, please contact the Monterey County 
Workforce Investment Board (MCWIB) staff at (831) 796-3313.   
 
This policy is posted on the MCWIB website located at: 
https://www.onestopmonterey.org/gsipub/index.asp?docid=591 
 
Sincerely, 
Joseph Werner 
Executive Director,  
Monterey County Workforce Investment Board 
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Attachment 5





 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

Attachment 6



 

 

Attachment 7 
 

Rancho Cielo Overpayment Calculation    
       
  contract actual payment  
  agreement actual hours based on payroll correct payment reimbursement
  amount worked records amount amount
Employee #1 - $18+$6=$24 320  $         8,612.00  $           7,680.00   $        932.00  
       
Employee #2 - $15+20%=$18 400  $       10,419.84  $           7,200.00   $      3,219.84 
       
       
     Total to be collected from contractor   $      4,151.84 

 
 



Review of Response 

The State of Office of the Inspector General (IG) of American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act (ARRA) funds issued a draft review report to the Monterey County Workforce Investment Board 
(WIB) on July 2, 2010. \Ve received the \VIB's response to that report on July 12, 2010. While we have 
reviewed the 62 response to our 6 page report, we note that there was nothing contained in the 
response to warrant removing any of our findings. 

Furthermore, we want to emphasize the importance of maintaining supporting documentation that 
adequately details the determinations that were made, so that an outside entity could come to the same 
conclusions as the WIB. 
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